INADEQUATE ARMY REFORMS	*Qi
If this programme of 1890 had been carried out even so late as
1895, when Campbell-Bannerman at last ejected the obstructive
duke, many, if not all, of the army's gross blunders in the South
African war might have been avoided. But it was not. The key-
stone of its arch was the proposal to create a general staff, with a
chief ranking among the five highest officers. The commission
conceived the general staff as Treed from all executive functions
and charged with the responsible duty of preparing plans of
military operations, collecting and co-ordinating information
of all kinds, and generally tendering advice upon all matters of
organization and the preparation of the Army for war'. It was
to consider 'the military defence of the Empire as a whole',
dealing with it 'in accordance with a definite and harmonious
plan5. A general staff on these lines was already then functioning
for all important continental armies, as it has since done in Great
Britain for nearly thirty years; and few, if any, experts would to-
day dispute the need for it. But in 1890 it was only dawning on
the insular mind. A very brilliant book published in that same
year—The Brain of an Army> by Spenser Wilkinson—was the
first which clearly explained its bearing in English. Most unfor-
tunately Campbell-Bannerman was opposed to it. As a member
of the commission he signed the Report, but with a long dissenting
memorandum on this very point. His arguments were that the
analogy between Great Britain and the militarist Powers of the
continent was misleading; that there was here really nothing
for a general staff to do; and consequently there was danger
lest it might make something to do. The last would seem to have
been his basic objection. Just as, a generation earlier, the anti-
Cardwellite whigs had wanted officers not to become too pro-
fessional, lest their efficiency might grow dangerous, so now
Campbell-Bannerman, apprenticed under Cardwell though he
had been, instinctively shrank from giving a brain to the army,
lest it might think too much.
Hence it was that in 1895, when the chance for the reform came,
the war minister instead of following the commission's policy set
up a new commander-in-chief in the person of Lord Wolseley.
Towards a general staff no approach was made. It is true in
other respects Campbell-Bannerman tried to carry out Nos. 3
and 4 of the policies listed above; but then almost immediately
he left office. It was a great pity that the duke of Devonshire,
whose massive practical sense had been the mainstay of the royal

